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education interests for mOTe and more additional money at an earlier and earlier date.
These interests haye demanded that increased
funds for education be made available immediately as they become known. The Legislature
has complied with this demand in the past.
But now these same interests are complaining
they must know earlier how much additional
money will be available for their use.
Proposition 4 will allow the Legislature
to appropriate additional money for schools
prior to the enactment of the budget and
without regard for the Governor 's budg~t,
without regard for other State needs, llnd
without regard for the source of the funds.
The premature fiscal decision authorized by
this Proposition could result in complete loss
of the State's fiscal integrity. It wi;' do nothing to provide a better education for our
children. Vote" NO" on Proposition 4.
ROBERT H. BURKE,
Member of the Assembly,
70th District

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 4
The statements that Proposition 4 "will
prevent equal consideration of all budgetary
needs ... could result in future irresponsible
fiscal planning and . . . would give two select
members of the Legislature power to override
the budgetary control now constitutionally
held by the Governor" are not true.
Proposition 4 simply permits a school finance measure to be considered at the same

time and on the same basis as other budg'
needs are considered. Current constitut,
.
provisions actually prevent school finance
legislation from being considered on an equal
basis with other budgetary needs because
school finance is normally considered after all
other proposed state expenditures are agreed
upon.
Proposition 4 would allow a school finance
i measure to precede under ce'rtain circumstances the state budget by a maximum of 30
I days and cannot logically be construed as
I leading to "future irresponsible {'seal plan-

I

I ning. "

The proposition would in no way alter the
traditional relationship between the Executive
and IJcgislative br·anches. The allusion of the
opponents to two select members of the Legislature having power to override the Governor's budgetary control is misleading.
Proposition 4 simply authorizes the Chairman of the Education Committee in each
house to author a bill which may be passed to
the Governor prior to the enactment of the
budget only in the event that a budget bill has
not been enacted 130 days after its introduction and only with the concurrence of twothirds of the membership of each house. The
Governor still may exercise his veto power.
ASSEMBLYMAN VICTOR V. VEY~
Chairman, Assembly Education Commh",~
MARCH K. FONG,
Assemblywoman, 15th District

REGENTS UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA: PUBLIC MEETINGS.
Legislative Constitutional Amendment. Requires meetings of the
Regents to be public, with exceptions and notice requirements as
Legislature may provide.
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(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 6, Part n)
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
A "Yes" vote on this measure is a vote to
require in the Constitution that all meetings
of the Regents of the University of California
be public, subject to such exceptions and
notice requirements as may be provided by
statute.
A "No" vote on this measure is a vote
against including in the Constitution a requirement that meetings of the Regents of
the University of California be public.
For further details, see below.

sure compliance 'with the terms of the endowments of the university and the security of its
funds. This measure amends the Constitution
to require that all meetings of the regents be
open to the public, subject to such exceptions
and notice requirements as are provided by
the Legislature by statute.

now vests the administration of the Univer-

Statutes Contingent Upon Adoption
of Above Measur'e
The text of Chapler 1224 of the Statutes
of 1969, 'Which was enacted to become oplratil'€ if and when the above revision is approved, is un record in the office of the Secretary of State in Sacramento and is contained
in the 1969 published statutes. A dige r ' - '
that chapter is as follows:

sity of California in the Regents of the University of California subject only to such
legislative control as may be necessary to in-

Requires meetings of Regents of Univero,cY
of California to be open to the pUblic. Au·
thorizes the holding of special meetings so

Detailed Analysis by the
Legislative Counsel
Section 9 of Article IX of the Constitution
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as public is notified in specified manner
.lie time and place of meetings.
Excepts meetings to consider matters relating to national security, the conferring of
honorary degrees or other honors, matters involving gifts, devises and bequests, matters involving purchase and sale of investments for
endowment and pension funds, matters involving litigation where open discussion could adversely affect public interest, matters involving acquisition and disposition of property,
matters relating to complaints or charges
against employees of university unless employee requests public hearing, and matters
relating to appointment, employment, performance, compensatiOl;, or dismissal of officers and employees.
,,~

Argument in Favor of Proposition 5
Proposition 5 requires that the Board of
Regents of the University of California hold
open meetings, unless the subject to be discussed at the meetings has been specifically
exempted by statute, as outlined below.
There are two reasons for this proposal.
First, all other public, tax-supported agencies
in the State are required to hold open meetings, either through the Brown Act, which
applies to local agencies, or the State Open
>
ings (Bagley) Act, which inclUdes the
, College Board of Trustees and al) other
State agencies. Proposition 5 conforms the
law governing the activities of the Board of
Regents to that governing all other State and
local governmental bodies.
.
The second, and most important argument
for this Constitutional Amendment is that
the University of California is supported by
the people of California. We, the people, have
a right to know how the decisions affecting
our tax money, and our sons and daughters,
are made; who is making them and why. By
requiring open meetings we help guarantee
that all decisions will be made in an open,
logical, and democratic manner with all facts
present and all viewpoints noted. We also
eliminate the chance for "backroom politics"
to playa role in the decisions.
As is true of ali other agencies now required to hold their meetings open to the public, the Board of Regents would have the
continuing right to establish reasonable regulations governing the time, place, scope, and
conduct of its meetings, including the size
of the meeting hall. Open meetings are not
invitations for riot, and can still be controlled.
Education is one of the most important
services provided by the State by and for its
citizens. Certainly, any actions taken by our
- ''l.tional institutions, and any decisions
by them, should have the protection of
ahu the inhibition of openness. The exception
to this rule, as provided by existing statute,
only occurs when there is definite proof that

an open meeting is not in the public interest,
as in cases related to the national security,
cases affecting personnel problems, or cases
that could adversely affect the legal position
of the University. In all other situations, open
meetings are essential and Proposition 5
which accomplishes this, should be passed.
WILLIAM T. BAGLEY, Chairman
Committee on Statewide Information
Policy, California Legislature
BOB MORETTI, Chairman
Assembly Committee on Governmental
Organization, JaJifornia Legislature

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor
of Proposition 5
I urge a "NO" vote on Proposition 5.
Perhaps no challenge facing the state today
is as complicated as the governance of the University of California. The efforts of militant
revolutionaries and irresponsible elements on
the campus have caused wide-spread unrest,
destruction of property, and even death.
There has been no evidence presented to
show that Proposition 5 will cure any abuse
now being perpetrated by the Regents to the
injury of the people. There is significant evidence that the passage of Proposition 5 will
further complicate and hamper the Regents
in their responsibility.
One of the favorite tactics of the militants
has been the intentional disruption of regental meetings. There are occasions when especially sensitive matters are being discussed
that the Regents need to be free of highly
charged and emotional harassment. Decisions
which are affected by the disruptive presence
of partisans in the audience are not consistent
with the California electorate's desire to separate as completely as possible the Regents of
the University from political pressure.
With no purpose to be served and no demonstrated need for the amendment, I suggest
we stop cluttering our Constitution with extraneous trivia. I urge a "NO" vote on Proposition 5.
JOHN L. HARMER,
State Senator
Argument Against Proposition 5
I cannot support this proposed Constitutional Amendment in principle nor practical
grounds. The accompanying legislation which
would become effective with the passage of
this Amendment does not significantly change
present Regent policy as to what can be discussed in Executive Session. Therefore, persons expecting more public information will
be disappointed, and this action will be a
futile one.
I am convinced, moreover, that the Regents' power to meet behind closed doors at
certain critical times is in the best interest
of the state. This is an era of rapid, elec-
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tronic communication. Increasingly, policy
matters in higher education require decisions
made on the basis of a most careful weighing of the ramifications of alternative courses
of action. The presence of television and the
press at a crucial point in the decision making process can be inhibiting when the issue
is a highly charged, emotional one. If the
technique of packing an audience with a number of partisans seeking a decision in their
favor is used, the decision making process
may be di1;ltorted even more. Decision affected
by disruptive presence is not consistent with
the California electorate's desire to separate
the Regents of the University from politics
as completely as posssible.
I believe that public information is sufficient under current policies of the Regents.
Therefore, I suggest a "no" vote would be
in the best interests of higher education in
this state.
JOHN L. HARMER,
State Senator

Rebuttal to Argument Against
Proposition 5
Opposition to Proposition 5 is based on
the seemingly inconsistent positions that this
proposition would not materially alter the
current but not required operating procedures, but that Regent meetings should be
closed anyway to prevent undue influence by
the public.

In response, I must again point out
Proposition 5 does not grant license to
.,
nor to create an atmosphere in which the Regents cannot conduct their business. Current
law, and the statute dependent upon this
amendment, not only authorizes the Regents
to prevent disorderly meetings; but also guarantees that any subject matter relating to
national security, personnel, or University
litigation may be exempted from the open
meeting requirements.
Moreover, the Board of Regents is a branch
of the state government .. As with all other
state agencies, there is no good reason why
the decisions made by the Board should not be
deba'ed and voted upon in the public view.
In tact, there is every reason to guarantee
that the public trust assigned to the Regents
will iJe administered openly, not privately or
secretly. If the people are to understand ane'.
support their University, if they are to have
faith not only in the University but in all
operations of government, they must have
legal guarantees that no action will be taken
"behind their back." Proposition 5 will help
provide that guarantee, will protect the public interest and will provide the University
with an added measure of public confidence.
WILLIA1tI T. BAGLEY, Chairman
Committee on Statewide Information
Policy, Carifornia Legislature
ROBERT MORETTI, Chairman
Assembly Committee on Governmental
Organization, California Legislature
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TEACHERS' RETIREMENT FUND: INVESTMENTS. Legislative ConYES
stitutional Amendment. Deletes exclusion of Tea.chers' Retirement I - Fund from provision authorizing investment of portion of public
retirement funds in specific securities.
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(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 6, Part II)
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
A "Yes" vote on this measure is a vote to
authorize the J.Jegislature to permit the inc
vestment of a portion of the Teachers' Retirement Fund in specific types of common and
preferred stock and shares in certain diversified management investment companies.
A "No" vote is a vote against authorizing
the Legislature to permit the investment of a
portion of the Teachers' Retirement Fund in
specific types of common and preferred stock
~nd shares in 9-~a!n diversified management
lllvestment compames.
.
For fllrther details, see below.

stockholder in any corporation whatever.
However, it permits the Legislature to authorize the investment of portions of any public pension or retirement fund, other than
the Teachers' Retirement Fund, in specific
types of common and preferred stock and
shares in certain diversified management investment companies.
This measure would delete the specific exclusion of the Teachers' Retirement Fund,
thereby permitting the Legislature to authorize the investment of portions of this fund in
the specified types of stock and shares in
those diversified management investment companies.

Detailed Analysis by the
Legisla.tive Counsel
The Constitution now generally prohibits
the state or any of its political subdivisions
from subscribing for stock or becoming a

Argument in Favor of Proposition f'
The California State Teachers' Retirel.._ .• t
System is the only public retirement system
iu California which is not authorized under
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Legislative Oonstitutional Amendment. Requires meetings of the
Regents to be public, with exceptions and notice requirements as
Legislature may provide.

'1--NO
I

(This amendment proposed by Assembly
Constitutional Amendment No. 12, 1969 Regular Session, expressly amends an existing
section of the Constitution; therefore, EXISTING PROVISIONS proposed to be DELETED are printed in STIUKEOUT !)!¥pE;
and NEW PROVISIONS proposed to be
INSERTED are printed in BOLDFAOE
TYPE.)
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTIOLE IX
SEC. 9. (a) The University of California
shall constitute a public trust, to be administered by the existing corporation known as
"The pegeB-ts Regents of the University of
California," with full powers of organization
and government, subject only to such legislative
control as may be necessary to insure compliance with the terms of the endowments of the
university and the security of its-funds. Said
corporation shall be in form a board composed
of eight ex officio members, to wit: the Governor, the Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker
of the Assembly, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the president of the State
Board of Agriculture, the president of the
Mechanics Institute of San Francisco, the
president of the alumni association of the university and the acting president of the university, and ~ 16 appointive members
appointed by the Governor; fjf'tlviflsfl, ~
_
provided, however, that the present
appointive members shall hold office until
the expiration of their present terms. The
term of the appointive members shall be
~ 16 years; the terms of two appointive members to expire as heretofore on
March flM 1st of every even-numbered ~al
endar year, and in case of any vacancy the
term of office of the appointee to fill such vacancy, who shall be appointed by the Governor, to be for the balance of the term as to
which such vacancy exists. Said corporation
shall be vested with the legal title and the
management and disposition of the property

of the university and of property held for its
benefit and shall have the power to take and
hold, either by purchase or by donation, or
gift, testamentary or otherwise, or in any
other manner, without restriction, all real and
personal property for the benefit of the university or incidentally to its conduct. Said
corporation shall also have all the powers necessary or convenient for the effective administration of its trust, including the power to
sue and to be sued, to use a seal, and to delegate to its committees or to the faculty of the
university, or to others, such authority or
functions as it may deem wise; fjf'8vitJ,BtJ, pro.vided, that all moneys derived from the sale
of public lands donated to this State state by
act of Congress approved July 2, 1862 (and
the several acts amendatory thereof), shall be
invested as provided by said acts of Congress
and the income from said moneys shall be inviolably appropriated to the endowment, support and maintenance of at least one college
of agriculture, where the leading objects shall
be (without excluding other scientific and
classical studies, and including militar'
tics) to teach such branches of learning
0
related to scientific and practical agriculture
and mechanic arts, in accordance with the requirements and conditions of said acts of Congress; and the Legislature shall provide that
if, through neglect, misappropriation, or any
other contingency, any portion of the funds so
set apart shall be diminished or lost, the State
state shall replace such portion so lost or misappropriated, so that the principal thereof
shall remain forever undiminished. The uni- versity shall be entirely independent of aU
political or sectarian influence and kept free
therefrom in the appointment of its regents
and in the administration of its affairs, and
no person shall be debarred admission to any
department of the university on account of
sex.
(b) Meetings of the regents shall be public, with exceptions and notice requirements
I as may be provided by statute.

TEAOHERS' RETIREMENT FUND: INVESTMENTS. Legislative Oonstitutional Amendment. Deletes exclusion of Teachers' Retirement
Fund from prr·vision authorizing investment of portion of public
retirement funds in specific securities.

6

(This amendment proposed by Assembly
Constitutional Amendment No. 15, 1969 Regular Session, expressly amends an existing section of the Constitution; therefore,
EXISTING PROVISIONS proposed to be

YES
NO

DELETED are printed in STRIKEOUT
and NEW PROVISIONS proposed
to be INSERTED are printed in BOLD? • '"'E
TYPE.)
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